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DETAILED ACTION 

1 , Claims 1-22 are presented for examination. 

2. Claims 1-22 are objected to as being unclear in the meaning of the terms 
"blocking" and "unblocking". Specifically, these terms only appear in the claim 
languages, but are not properly defined in the specification. The confusion arises 
because the specification uses the term "blocked" to mean "stopped" (see e.g., 
paragraph 502) and on other occasion "block" (noun) is meant to be a measure of data 
size. To avoid the words "blocking" and "unblocking" from being interpreted as 
"stopping", "unstopping", "locking", "unlocking", or the like. Applicant is required to clarify 
or correct the terminology in. response to this office action, 

3. The objections to claims 6-7 and 16-17 in the previous office action are 
withdrawn in view of Applicant's responses to the issue. 

4, Applicant is reminded to update the status of each of the copending applications 
listed on page 1 of the Specification whenever it becomes available. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-3,11-13 and 21 -22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by Prust [U.S. Pat. No. 6714968]. 

7. Prust was cited in the previous office action. 

8. As to claim 1 , Prust teaches the invention as claimed including: a method of 
accessing a first file on a disk system on one of a plurality of computer systems from a 
program executing on another of the plurality of computer systems[e.g., Abstract; Fig.2], 
wherein: 

the plurality of computer systems comprises: 

a first computer system containing the program communicating through an API 
with a first interface system, and a 

second computer system containing the disk system and a second interface system for 
communicating with the first 

interface system and for reading from and writing to the disk system [col.1 , lines 49-67]; 
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the first computer system and the second computer system are heterogeneous 
computer systems [col.3, lines 22-40; col.5, lines 60-63; col. 6, lines 44-58; e.g., using 
Sun's SPARC computer as client (i.e., the first computer) and Apple computer as 
storage server (i.e., the second computer) is an example of heterogeneous computer 
systems, wherein the technique for transferring data in between is by using FTP or 
browser (see also Applicant's specification at paragraph #7, wherein FTP is 
characterized as a technique for transfer files between heterogeneous computers in the 
prior art)]; 

said method comprising: 

(A) opening a first session from the program via the API through the first interface 
system to the second 

interface system in order to access the first file on the disk system [col.1 , lines 49-67]; 

(B) blocking the first plurality of records into a first plurality of blocks [e.g., col.5, 
lines 20-27; see also Applicant's specification at paragraph #7]; 

(C) transmitting the first plurality of blocks over the first session from a first one of 
the plurality of computer systems to a second one of the plurality of computer systems; 

(D) unblocking the first plurality of blocks into a second plurality of records on the 
second one of the plurality of computer systems; and 

(E) closing the first session after completing the transmitting in step (C) [col.5, 
lines 20-37; e.g., FTP is a block-based communication protocol]. 



9. As to claim 2, Prust further teaches that: 
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the first computer system is the first of the plurality of computer systems [205, 

Fig.2]; 

the second computer system is the second of the plurality of computer systems 
[210, Fig.2]; and 

the method further comprises: 

(F) receiving the first plurality of records via the API from the program; and 

(G) writing the second plurality of records to the first file [col.1 , lines 49-67];. 

1 0. As to claim 3, Prust further teaches that: 

the first computer system is the second of the plurality of computer systems; and 
the second computer system is the first of the plurality of computer systems; 
the method further comprises: 

(F) reading the first plurality of records from the first file; and (G) receiving the 
second plurality of records in the program via the API [col.1 , lines 56-61 ; col.7, lines 42- 
56; i.e., through the remote processing it indicates the storage server can run an 
application program and takes the role of transferring data back to the client computer 
that requested the processing.] 

11. As to claims 11-13 and 21-22, since the features of these claims can also be 
found in claims 1-3 and 1 1 , they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claims 1-3 and 11 above. 



Application/Control Number: 09/896,156 



Art Unit: 2154 



Page 6 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fornns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 4 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prust [U.S. Pat. No. 6714968], as applied to claims 1-3, 1 1-13 and 21-22 above, 
further in view of Official Notice. 

14. As to claims 4 and 14, Prust does not specifically teach that the transmitting in 
step (C) utilizes a credit based flow control mechanism to flow control the first plurality 
of blocks; and the credit based flow control mechanism utilizes a block based credit 
counting each of the first plurality of blocks a one credit. 

However, Official Notice is taken that in a fee-for-service business model, it is 
well known to charge a client according to the amount of data or traffic introduced by a 
service. Since Prust does not specifically teach that the remote storage service is for 
free, it is obvious that certain limitation on the file transfer could have been established. 
Official Notice is further taken that utilizing a credit based flow control for limiting the 
number of transferred data blocks is well known. It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the tinae the invention was made to have utilized a similar flow 
control mechanism in Prust's system because the flow control is needed to avoid any 
over-use or abuse of the service, 

15. Claims 5-8 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prust [U.S. Pat. No. 6714968], as applied to claims 1-4, 11-14 and 21-22 above. 

16, As to claims 5-7 and 15-17, Prust teaches the limitations as claimed in claims 1- 
3. Prust does not specifically teach that a second session may be started for data 
transferring in either direction (i,e,, either from client to server or from server to client) 
before the first session is terminated. However, Prust teaches that the system is 
situated in a global network environment (such as Internet) which may uses HTTP as 
file transferring protocol [col.5, lines 34-37]. Additionally, it is well known in the art of 
Internet browsing that multiple TCP sessions can be established for either direction of 
file transfer [e.g., Fig.6]. For example, one may use a browser instance for uploading 
data to an Internet service provider's allocated web site, while at the same time 
browsing (i.e., downloading) the same site. Since Prust provides an Internet browsing 
environment for its client-server interaction, it is obvious that a Prusf s client would be 
able to establish more than one communication sessions with the remote storage 
servers because (1 ) it is so allowed by a typical browser; and (2) Prust does not 
specifically limit the number of sessions to only one. 
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17. As to claims 8 and 18, Prust does not specifically teach that: the first computer 
system is a mainframe computer system; and the second computer system is a UNIX 
based computer system. 

However, Prust teaches that a wide variety of different computers under different 
operating systems may be used for supporting the operations [col.3, lines 23-40; col. 9, 
lines 1-15; col. 8, lines 8-22]. However, Prust teaches that the system is situated in a 
global network environment (such as Internet) and a client may use a browser for file 
transferring between the client and servers [col. 5, lines 34-37 and Fig.6]. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
allow a client, who uses a mainframe computer system to remotely access a UNIX 
based server because both types of computer systems are typical in the Internet 
environment. 

18. Claims 9-10 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Prust [U.S. Pat. No. 6714968], as applied to claims 1-8, 1 1-18 and 
21-22 above, further in view of AAPA [Applicant admitted prior art]. 

19. As to claims 9-10, Prust does not specifically teach conversion of data types 
between the first and second computer systems. 

However, AAPA teaches that when data transferring between two heterogeneous 
computers via a utility such as FTP protocol, translation of incompatible data types (i.e., 
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due to different character or integer fornnats) are performed at the two utility programs at 
both sides [Specification: page 2, lines 24-32]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to perform conversion of data types in Prust's system because: (1) 
Prust allows data transferring between two heterogeneous computers via, e.g., FTP 
utility; and (2) conversion of incompatible data types is needed otherwise the receiving 
end won't be able to correctly interpret the data. 

20. As to claims 19-20, since the features of these claims can also be found in 
claims 1 and 9-10, they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of 
claims 1 and 9-10 above. 

21 . Applicant's arguments filed on 3/25/2005 for claims 1 -22 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. 

1 . Regarding the 102 rejection on claim 1 : applicant argues that the cited 
passages do not show that (1) Prust is capable of handling data transfer between 
heterogeneous computers! The cited different hardware platforms do not 
necessarily mean that their operating systems are different; (ii) Prust uses FTP 
to transfer files, rather than based on blocks within a file. 
Examiner note: Applicant has not clearly defined the word "heterogeneous" is 
meant to be different hardware platforms or different software platforms. The 
cited passage clearly shows that Prust's system is able to deal with computers 
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of different hardware platforms. Further, Prust clearly teaches using FTP or 
browser as another embodiment for transferring files between the client and 
storage server. Since both FTP and browser are platform-independent, they are 
inherently suitable for heterogeneous computers, as admitted by Applicant at 
paragraph #7 of the specification. As for point 2(ii) above, it is noted that the 
cited "packetizing data files" reads on the claims because each packet may be 
equivalent to a block. Further, Applicant admits that "data transfers between 
systems is typically on a (blocked) record basis" I prior art systems (see 
paragraph #42 of the specification). 

2. Regarding the rejection to claim 2: applicant argues that Prust's API is 
provided for accessing files, rather than for accessing plurality of records within 
a file. 

Examiner note: Such specific argument is not found in the claim itself. In other 
words, Prust reads on the claim because a file may constitute a plurality of 
records, therefore accessing a file is equivalent to accessing the plurality of 
records in its entirety. 

3. Regarding the rejection to claim 3: applicant argues that the cited passage 
only teaches transferring data from the client to the virtual storage area, but not 
the other direction. 
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Examiner note: It is inherent that FTP program is able to transfer files in both 
directions. 

4. Regarding the rejection to claims 4 and 14: applicant argues that the official 
notice taken solely based on "common knowledge" rather than documentary 
evidence is inappropriate. 

Examiner note: In well-known art an official notice is used for not having to 
supply documentary evidence until the counterpart challenges it. Since Applicant 
chooses to challenge the legitimacy of examiner's use of official notices in the 
previous office action, rather than arguing the examiner's ground of reasoning 
and requesting for documentary evidence, the official notices are deemed 
unchallenged and they are now considered as admitted prior art. See MPEP 
2144.03(C). 

5. Regarding the rejections to claims 5-7 and 15-17: Applicant argues that in 
HTTP protocol a session is established per client's request and the session is 
broken after the requested data has been transferred. Therefore, Prust's HTTP 
servers could only support one session at a time for each client, rather than the 
suggested multiple simultaneous TCP sessions. 

Examiner note: Applicant is reminded that in the rejections of these claims, the 
examiner cited an example that almost every internet surfer would agree that 
"one may use a browser instance for uploading data to an Internet service 
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provider's allocated web site, while at the same time browsing (i.e., 
downloading) the same site". In other words, while Applicant is correct about 
the one-session-per-request statement, it is well known that a client may make 
consecutive requests to an HTTP server before a previous request is 
completed. Such multiple-session scenario clearly satisfies the requirements 
included in claims 5-7 and 15-17. 

6. Regarding objections to claim 8: applicant argues that the motivation for 
Prust to use mainframe computer as the first computer system because "Prust 
discusses that prior art systems have limited modes for accessing data files 
such as for example, requiring a user to load proprietary software on their 
computers in order to communicate data files to the remote storage." 
Examiner note: The cited background section of Prust above serves as 
motivation for Prust to design a system/method to overcome the difficulty as 
stated. And indeed the prior art of record has shown its capability of transferring 
files over the internet for users of different platforms, which obviously includes 
mainframe users. 

7. Regarding objections to claims 9-10 and 19-20: Applicant argues that in 
Prust's system client and server computers use compatible file handling 
systems, therefore there is no need for any data transformation in Prusf s 
system. 
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Examiner note: Prust's system is designed for (1 ) client and server using the 
same operating system [col.5, line 43 - col.6, line 43] which enables one to 
access virtual storage in the same manner as accessing local storage devices 
and (2) for heterogeneous computers [col.6, line 45 - col.7, line 34] which 
enables one to access the virtual storage via platform-independent tools such 
as browser and FTP utility. The latter clearly needs data transformation as part 
of the FTP process. 

For at least the reasons stated above, it is submitted that the prior art of record reads on 
the claims. 

22. HIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant Is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

23. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Conclusion 

Examiner note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the contest of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wen-Tai Lin whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
3969. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-5:00) . 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571)272-3964. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are as 
follows: 

(703)872-9306 for official communications; and 

(571 )273-3969 for status inquires draft communication. 

information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
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applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toil-free). 



Wen-Tai Lin 




May 18, 2005 




